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PER CURI AM

C. Allen Forrenfiledthis action asserting clains for enpl oy-
ment di scrimnation under the Age Di scrimnation in Enpl oynent Act
(29 U.S.C. 88 621 et seq.) and for wongful discharge in violation
of the public policy of the Conmonwealth of Virginia. Forren
contends that his fornmer enpl oyer, Sel ective |Insurance Conpany of
Anerica ("Selective"), termnated his enploynent because of his
age. Sel ective contends that Forren voluntarily accepted a
sever ance package, and that his separation fromenpl oynent was t he
result of his unwillingness to accept another position with the
conpany after a conpany reorgani zation effectively rendered him
unqualified for his job position.

On Selective's notion, the district court entered sumrary
judgnment in favor of Selective on both of Forren's clains, con-
cluding that he failed to present direct evidence of discrimnation
and that he failed to establish a prinma facie case of discrimna-

tion under the MDonnell-Douglas schenme of proof. See MDonnell

Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U S. 792 (1973)." Forren argues on

appeal that the district court erred in reaching both of these
conclusions. W disagree. Qur careful review of the record and
the controlling legal principles readily convinces us that the
district court ruledcorrectly, and we therefore affirmthe summary

judgnment on the reasoning set forth in the district court's

" Because the district court rejected the age discrimnination
claim it determ ned that the wongful discharge clai mnecessarily
must al so fail.



menor andum opi nion. Forren v. Selective Ins. Co. of Am, C A No.

94-0025-L (WD. Va. Apr. 13, 1995).
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